ABSTRACT. This article examines the question of whether it is ethical for company officials to use the force of government to reduce or eliminate foreign competition, using the antidumping laws as a case study. This article begins with a brief examination of the U.S. antidumping laws and then examines several ethical questions related to the antidumping laws. The main question to be addressed is whether, and under what circumstances, it is ethical for domestic producers to ask government to launch an antidumping investigation against a foreign competitor. Related questions to be examined include (1) Whether it is ethical to ask the government to launch an antidumping investigation even when the domestic company making the request knows that dumping has not occurred; (2) Whether it is ethical to ask for an antidumping investigation in cases where dumping (according to the definition of dumping) has occurred, where the effect is to help domestic producers at the expense of the general public. This article examines these questions by applying both utilitarian and non-utilitarian approaches.
An overview of antidumping laws
Antidumping laws have been in existence at least since World War I, if not before. An argument could be made that the Sherman Antitrust Act of 1890 and Section 73 of the Wilson Tariff Act of 1894 could have been used to punish foreign producers for dumping their products on the U.S. market (Dale, 1980, p. 12) , which takes us back more than a century. However, domestic producers have been complaining about dumping for even longer. Frederic Bastiat, the nineteenth century French economist, wrote his brilliant rebuttal to those who complain about dumping in the 1840s (Bastiat, 1964a, b) .
Although antidumping laws have been around for a long time, it was not until the 1970s that they began to be used with any frequency. Until recently, it was mostly the U.S. and a few other developed countries that used the antidumping laws as a matter of regular trade policy. However, since the creation of the World Trade Organization (WTO), antidumping laws have become much more prevalent and have been used more frequently, by both developed and developing countries. The result is that foreign producers find it more difficult, or even impossible, to sell their goods in domestic markets.
Ostensibly, the antidumping laws are used to prevent unfair competition, or, alternatively, to promote fair (as opposed to free) trade. However, as a practical matter, launching an antidumping investigation results in either preventing foreign products from entering the domestic economy or, if the products are permitted to come into the country, they come in at a price that is higher than would otherwise be the case. The question then becomes, ''Is it worth it?'' Can the higher cost to consumers or the reduction in consumer choices be justified because consumer losses are more than offset by gains in some other sector of the economy?
It has been argued that antidumping laws are structurally protectionist and there is much evidence to support that claim (Bovard, 1991; McGee, 1993 McGee, , 1994 . The way they are applied, the result is to protect domestic producers at the expense of the general public. However, commentators cannot agree on whether that is a good thing, a bad thing, or a thing that is of no relevance. Unions, domestic producers and some scholars (Mastel, 1998) take the position that there is nothing wrong with the antidumping laws and that there is no need to reform them. Some people even take the position that the antidumping laws should be strengthened and used more frequently.
At the other end of the spectrum are those who argue that the antidumping laws are evil, a club that can be used by domestic producers and unions to batter the competition and protect themselves at the expense of the general public. According to this view there is no way to reform these laws so that they do not harm consumers. The only way to protect consumers -the general public -is to repeal such laws (McGee, 1993 (McGee, , 1994 .
The third view is that there is some need for reform but that outright repeal would be too drastic (Hindley and Messerlin, 1996; Lindsey and Ikenson, 2003) . This view might best be summarized by the phrase, Mend it, don't end it.
A company can be found guilty of dumping if it sells its product on some domestic market for less than the cost of production or if it sells in the domestic market for a price that is lower than the price it charges in its home market. That is the rule, more or less, for the antidumping laws of practically every country that has an antidumping law (Cameron May, 2006).
However, there are problems with the rules. The Commerce Department, one of the two agencies that enforce the antidumping laws in the U.S., considers a wilted flower in New York to be the equivalent of a fresh flower in Amsterdam. It makes sense for flower mongers in New York to try to sell their wilted flowers for whatever they can get, since the alternative would be to throw them away. However, if they sell below cost they are automatically guilty of dumping (Bovard, 1991, p. 120; McGee, 1994, p. 105) . A Japanese company that donated its unsold television sets to charity was found guilty of dumping because the government treated the charitable contribution as though it were a sale for $0 (Bovard, 1991, p. 120) .
It is also possible for a company to be found guilty of dumping even if it sells its products for the same price worldwide. That is because a shift in exchange rates in the wrong direction will make it appear that the selling price is lower in the domestic market than in the home market (Knoll, 1987, p. 280; McGee, 1994, p. 94) .
There is also the potential for abuse. In one particularly outrageous case, Matsushita withdrew from an antidumping case that involved small business telephone systems, thereby walking away from sales of more than $50 million, because of the onerous requirements imposed by the Commerce Department. One Friday afternoon, the Commerce Department demanded that it translate more than 3,000 pages of Japanese financial documents into English by the following Monday morning (Bovard, 1991, p. 136; McGee, 1994, p. 94) . Since it was impossible to comply, it withdrew its product from the U.S. market.
There is really no appeal for this kind of abuse, since the appeal would go to the Commerce Department, the same agency that made the unfair demand. The Commerce Department serves as the judge, jury, and executioner (Palmeter, 1986) .
There is the option of going to the WTO for relief, but this process can take years and cost millions of dollars. The point is that there is no quick, easy and inexpensive way to deal with this kind of abuse and there is no way to prevent some government from abusing the antidumping laws.
The questions we will address in this article are related to the ethics of using the antidumping laws to punish foreign producers for offering their products to domestic consumers at low prices and whether it is ethical for domestic producers to use the antidumping laws for their own gain at the expense of consumers and the general public.
Some ethical questions to consider
Several philosophical and ethical questions come to mind in connection with antidumping laws. Perhaps the central question is: ''When should willing buyers and willing sellers be prevented from trading the property they have for the property they want?'' The answer most public policy experts would offer is ''When there is some overriding public interest.'' Engaging in prostitution, selling cocaine and certain other drugs, selling tobacco, alcohol, and other products have all been prohibited or regulated on the basis of the public interest argument.
The main problem with this answer is that it is not always clear just what the public interest is. There is
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